This editorial is being prepared during the early days of August. Already academics in Britain are in the middle of the long vacation which begins early in July and extends to the end of September. While no lectures are given during this time, staff are preoccupied with their research students, many of whom are submitting theses against a deadline at the beginning of October. Work on preparing new laboratory experiments for the coming academic session is well in hand. Lecture courses are in preparation. There is an opportunity for a holiday, though these days the holiday is likely to be of limited duration. In the past, the long vacation was a time when committee meetings did not take place, but this is the case no longer. Indeed, at the present time, heads of department and others are busy preparing a response to the latest request from the University Grants Committee (UGC) asking about long-term plans, particularly as to research, for the period up to 1990. Government agencies are increasingly preoccupied with the monitoring of university and college performance, though, in the nature of things, such a monitor is exceedingly difficult. In Britain the spectre of a further cut in funding at the rate of 2% per year over the next five years presents frightening possibilities, particularly as to the reduction in staffing levels. Since a reduction of 2% a year for five years implies a reduction of 10% at the end of the five-year period, and bearing in mind that staff costs are something in the order of 70% of overall university costs, the obvious conclusion that must be drawn is a reduction of staff by 7% within the quinquennial. Britain is not alone in enduring such cutbacks in higher education. The weekly journal The Times Higher Educational Supplement provides excellent coverage of developments throughout Europe and indeed the world. It is clear that, in most countries, universities and colleges are experiencing financial stringency.
been presented and may lead to revision of university arrangements as to committee structure. One of the principal recommendations of the Committee is that there are too many committees superintending the work of university administration. The hope is expressed that committees be reduced in number and streamlined in size. An emphasis on such reduction is welcomed throughout the academic community. Such a reduction is likely to permeate the system to the extent that even the most recently-appointed colleagues may benefit. Certainly one has the sincere hope that this will be the case.
While much of the above relates directly to the situation in the U.K., there are lessons to be learned elsewhere. The 'New Blood' scheme and the recommendations of the Jarratt Committee are both likely to be of value in countries other than Britain and indeed in university systems which are significantly dissimilar to the British system. Both have positive features which are to be commended at a time when universities and colleges worldwide are under pressure. M.G. HARTLEY
